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Abstract 
The purpose of the research was to assess the reliability of living satisfaction variable in private housing environment. 
A 47-item survey was developed to explore Non-resident (NR) students experience about their living satisfaction. 
Items were developed based on demographic data and 
social activities; and community facilities & physical surroundings. From this survey, a 37 item scale was established 
further research. Reliability analysis of this innovative scale established 
a coefficient alpha of 0.881. 
of living that leads living satisfaction. 
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Association of 
Malaysian Environment-Behaviour Researchers, AMER (ABRA Malaysia). 
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1. Introduction 
In the field of built environment, residential satisfaction is one of the largely topics often studied which 
has led to extensive research in environmental psychology research and as well as for environmental 
objects, it can be assessed at two different levels (Gifford, 2002): technical versus observer based. The 
former has often been defined as objective because it involves physical hard measures (objectively 
quantifiable indicators) or expert judgments (evaluations based on a specific professional background), 
whereas the second level can be referred to as subjective because it relies on individual responses such as 
perceptions or observations that offer a soft measure of the environmental quality as it is experienced. 
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Numerous empirical studies haven discussed with regard residential satisfaction which examine 
characteristics of the users (either cognitive or behavioral), characteristics of the environment, or both 
physical and social aspect. Unfortunately, very a small number of researchers have structured these 
variables into a model so as to study and analyze, as a guide, the relationships produced among them 
(Anderson & Weidemann, 1997). 
The main aim of this pilot study was to analyze the 
in private housing environment. The reliability test is to confirm the stability or consistency of scores 
across raters. 
2. Literature review 
Weidemann and Anderson (1985) were classified the research with regard to residential satisfaction in 
to two distinct categories, namely: (1) criterion of evaluation of residential quality; and (2) residential 
mobility. The research which fall into the first category, were characterized by their dealing of 
satisfaction as a criterion variable and, consequently as a dependent variable. The theoretical framework 
steering this type of research was demonstrated by the work of Amole (2009a, 2009b); Mohit, Ibrahim, 
and Rashid (2010); Samuels and Luskin (2010); Thomsen and Eikemo (2010); Zebardast (2009). The 
second category were characterized by residential satisfaction as a predictor of behaviour and, 
consequently as an independent variable. The theoretical illustrated by Khozaei, Ramayah, Hassan, and 
Surienty (2012); Nayor (2009); ) would be good exemplars 
of empirical research belonging to this second category. 
Amérigo and Aragonés (1997) were concluded that, residential satisfaction was studied as an 
important criterion in descriptions of the quality of life of the residents by determinate residential 
environment, and also a prompt factor affecting residential mobility 
The determinant series of theoretical frameworks resulted by an incorporated substance of residential 
satisfaction which might termed by comprehensive models. This theory was measured as a criterion 
variable of residential quality and, at the same time, as a variable predicting certain behaviours (Amérigo, 
1990; Anderson & Weidemann, 1997; Francescato, Weidemann, & Anderson, 1989). 
The model introduced by Amole (2009b) conceptualized residential satisfaction as influenced by 
objective and subjective measures of housing attributes and the demographic characteristics of the 
students as shown in Fig. 1. These were referred to as objective and subjective variables. Residential 
satisfaction was construed as the dependent variable while the objective and subjective variables, as well 
as the demographic characteristics were the independent variables. It hypothesized that the objective 
variables would influence satisfaction directly and indirectly through the subjective variables. The 
dependent variable, satisfaction, was construed as multifaceted; as an attitude with affective, conative and 
cognitive dimensions. 
it was interested in understanding us
performance of these facilities. Second, it examined the factors which predicted residential satisfaction in 
this context, especially morphological configuration. The model showed that the s
match the aspirations and expectations of the students. It also provided an insight into the user group by 
revealing the user characteristics which were predictors of satisfaction. The model identified the attributes 
of housing which predicted satisfaction, and it was also able to show that the morphological configuration 
was significant in predicting residential satisfaction. 
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Fig. 1   
Source: Amole (2009b) 
 
This model was shown that the results of satisfaction studies in other housing contexts cannot simply 
physical dimensions of housing. Although the characteristics of the students which predicted satisfaction 
were almost similar to those of adults in previous studies, the dimensions of housing they were satisfied 
with or not satisfied with were likely to be related to their age. There were also certain aspects of the 
was specifically shown 
the different roles which the bedroom plays in this respect. 
In the context of the current study, the authors were used just subjective variables and demographic 
characteristics to test the items of a  in private housing. 
3. Methodology 
3.1. Survey development 
A 47-item survey was developed to explore Non-resident (NR) students experience about their living 
satisfaction. Items were developed based on demographic data and three domains. It was initially 
determined that a NR students can be operationall a person who lives outside the campus in 
local neighbourhood for full time, study whose register as a non-resident student at Non-resident 
data base system . 
l activities and community facilities 
and physical surroundings. Each domain was determined by the authors based on literature review and 
Items refer to three 
general and 12 specific content areas derived from literature
internal space (5 items), (2) housing configuration (2 items), (3) internal housing facilities (3 items). 
neighbors interaction (2 
neighborhood sociability (2 items). Neighborhood 
facilities and physical surroundings: (8) accessibility (4 items), (9) external connection (3 items), (10) 
environment health (4 items), (11) relaxing (3 items), and (12) safety and security (2 items).  
The first part of the survey comprised of demographic data (gender, marital status, age, level of 
studies, current semester of studies etc.) and residential background (type of house, type of tenancy or 
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ownership, number of household, number of bedroom and type of shared bedroom). Finally, the second 
part of the survey provided the item to rate by respondents of their perception on living satisfaction 
preferences,  by rate their perception of satisfaction on given living satisfaction item, rated in the form of 
unsatisfied unsatisfied unsatisfied satisfied = 
satisfied  satisfied  
3.2. Survey pre-test 
To help investigate the aspect validity of the survey, two professionals from academia and three NR 
students were asked to comment on the initial survey. All offered opinions and suggestions for 
modification of survey items. Minor amendments to several items were designated for clarify with no 
addition or deletion of the original items. 
3.3. Sampling database 
This pilot survey utilized a convenience sample of individuals with face-to-face interview. The people 
who were asked to complete the questionnaire were identified earlier. The students who were 
participating in this survey were all those enrolled in UiTM at Shah Alam as Non-Resident Students. 
Based on the total number of NR students in Management Unit of NR (MUNR) database, there were 
11,677 students who live off-campus, but after selected the certain criteria of students who were lived 
around the campus only 1,114 from population that valid for the study. However, the actual survey will 
only uses a total of respondents were 286, calculated with 95% confidence level and sampling error 5%. 
(Polit, Beck & 
Hungler, 2001). Baker (1994) noted that a pilot study is often used to pre-test or try out a research 
instrument. Baker found that a sample size of 10-20% for the actual study is a reasonable number of 
participants to consider enrolling in a pilot. For the purpose of a pilot survey, this research only use 10% 
that is approximately 30 of respondent from the total actual sampling.  
3.4. Survey delivery 
The way the questionnaire will be administered to respondents was determined. Students will fill out 
the questionnaire in their houses, when using the Non-Resident facilities, and when dealing with MUNR. 
The questionnaires were 
of the MUNR r. 
3.5. Statistical analysis 
Participants were responses via the set of questionnaire survey. The completed responses were then 
transferred to the Statistical Package of the Social Sciences 17.0 data analysis software.  Descriptive 
statistics were thus conveyed using the SPSS 17.0 program. Included in these statistical formulations was 
 
4. Results and discussions 
In this study, a total of 30 well-designed questionnaires were sent to  based in 
the Section 7, Shah Alam. The list of NR students was obtained from UPNR database. The data from all 
respondents were useful for the analysis. The following are the results of this pilot study. 
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4.1. Demographic data and residential background 
A total number of 30 responses were received. Approximately 56.7% of the respondents were male 
with a majority of the sample (53.3%) between the ages of 20 to 24. Respondents indicated that 60.0% 
current level of studies was a bachelor degree, with approximately one-third of respondents were at year 
4. All of s students who were lived outside campus were represented. Additionally, majority of 
 (refer Table 1). 
Table 1. Demographic information of students living in private housing 
Gender  Age    
Male 56.7% (17) Below 20 Nil   
Female 43.3% (13) 20-24 53.3% (16)   
  25-29 46.7% (14)   
  30-34 Nil   
  35 and above Nil   
Level of studies  Year of studies  Place of origin  
Foundation Nil Year 1 Nil Shah Alam 10.0% (3) 
Diploma Nil Year 2 36.7% (11) Around Shah Alam (Klang Valley area) Nil 
Bachelor degree 60% (18) Year 3 10.0% (3) Outside Klang Valley (inside Selangor state) 16.7% (5) 
Master 33.3% (10) Year 4 43.3% (13) Outside State of Selangor  73.3% (22) 
PhD 6.7% (2) Year 5 10.0% (3) Outside Malaysia Nil 
 
A 60.0% of the samples were lived in double-storey terrace house, and the majorities (90.0%) were 
renting private housing with friends. Additionally, 9 to 10 of households  and  
were an equal number of the percentage that was 23.3% respectively. Majority of respondents lived in the 
house with 3 to 4 bedrooms (refer Table 2). Moreover, most respondents were accommodated in shared a 
bedroom with 2 peoples (53.4%).  
Table 2. Residential background of students living in private housing 
Type of house  Type of tenancy/ownership  Number of 
household 
 
Low-cost apartment 20.0% (6) Live with parents 6.7% 
(2) 
1-2 peoples Nil 
Apartment/condominium 10.0% (3) Live for free with relatives/friends Nil 3-4 peoples 16.7%  
(5) 
Single storey terrace 
house 
Nil Rent private housing with friends (multi 
occupied housing) 
90.0% 
(27) 
5-6 peoples 20.0%  
(6) 
Double storey terrace 
house 
60.0% (18) Rent housing from friends 3.3%  
(1) 
7-8 peoples 16.7%  
(5) 
Semi-Detached house 6.7% (1) Rent private housing alone (or with spouse) Nil 9-10 
peoples 
23.3%  
(7) 
Detached house Nil Rent private housing owned by UiTM (e.g. 
Kristal Condominium)  
Nil More than 
10 peoples 
23.3%  
(7) 
Shop house 3.3% (1) Own housing by yourself (or with spouse) Nil   
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  Own housing by yourself and rent to friends Nil   
  
do not live there) 
Nil   
  Got nowhere to live/looking for housing Nil   
  Other Nil   
Number of bedroom  Type of shared bedroom    
2 bedrooms Nil Single bedroom 26.7% 
(8) 
  
3 bedrooms 36.7% (11) Shared a bedroom with 2 peoples 53.4% 
(16) 
  
4 bedrooms 36.7% (11) Shared a bedroom with 3 peoples 13.3% 
(4) 
  
5 bedrooms 26.7% (8) Shared a bedroom with 4 peoples 6.7%  
(2) 
  
6 bedrooms Nil Shared a bedroom with 5 peoples Nil   
4.2. Likert-scales result 
Fig. 2, Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 reveal the 37 Likert-scale item and results. Fig. 1 demonstrated result of 
demonstrated result of neighborhood facilities and physical surroundings. In our analysis of residential 
-campus, we first examined their internal residential condition. 
The results clearly reveal that internal housing facilities (IHF) are more common than those induced by 
housing configuration (HC) and internal space (IS). A striking result of the analysis is that most students 
assigned only a modest influence to housing configuration in their decision to live in this settlement. In 
addition, keep pets in the house (IS2) were slightly unsatisfied; this is probably because most of the 
students tend to keep comfort together with other residents and probably felt uncomfortable when 
housemates kept pets which may cause dirty and smelly in the house, thus they do not keep pets for their 
well-being. The most satisfaction factor that underlay the residential environment was the desire to get a 
good parking space (IS5) and good storage capacities in the house (IS3).  
 that they would have a better living environment with the complete internal 
housing facilities such as furniture (IHF1), internet access (IHF2) and kitchenette equipment (IHF3). 
condition of kitchenette equipment(IHF3) and parking space condition (IS5) with 6.33 value that describe 
-campus, the daily cost of living is increase and students 
prefer to save by cooking at home. The ability to fit the house to own personal style, internal living space 
wide-
 (refer Fig. 2).  
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Fig. 2 -campus settlements in Shah Alam (in descending order 
of mean scores) on a scale of 1-7, where 1= strongly unsatisfied and 7=strongly satisfied 
 
Respondents agreed that comfortable studying with friends in home (FRI1) and having privacy among 
housemates (FRI2) 
religious activities (GSA1), commit sports and leisure activities (GSA2), and invite guest and friends 
come to the house (FRI4) 
 
sa spending time with friends in café and restaurant (GSA3), involved with 
the activities carried out by the residential neighborhood committee members (NS1) and attends meetings 
conducted by the neighborhood members (NS2). 
The respondents expressed quite high levels of satisfaction across all the housing and neighborhood 
with friends  and having privacy among housemates scored the highest, with average exceeding six 
points. However, neighborhood sociability aspect scored somewhat lower (5.0 points) compared to other 
factor. It would appear that the rapid rate of the number of students living in local neighborhood, students 
do not attach with neighborhood community, they are more comfortable attached among the student 
community (refer Fig. 3). 
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Fig. 3 -campus settlements in Shah Alam (in descending order of 
mean scores) on a scale of 1-7, where 1= strongly unsatisfied and 7=strongly satisfied 
 
When neighborhood facilities and physical surrounding domain were surveyed, all the items were at 
 the mosque or place of prayer (AC1), 
living adjacent to recreational area (AC2), living area near the café, restaurant and neighborhood facilities 
(AC3), living area adjacent to the place of study (EC3), clean neighborhoods (EH1), no odor, air and 
water pollution (EH2, EH3, EH4), acceptable vehicle noise level (RE1), sufficient water supply (RE3), 
safety and security guarantee (SS1), and difficult to find bad people or criminals in this neighborhood 
(SS2). 
However, there were some aspects related to neighborhood facilities and physical surroundings about 
which residents expressed moderate satisfaction only, namely refrain from neighbors harassment (RE2), 
living area near the bus stop or transportation facilities (AC4) and living area near to the town center 
(EC2). NR students expressed the lowest level of satisfaction with the external connection of residential 
area, e.g., living area in the suburbs. Safety and security scored highest on the satisfaction scale. 
However, the absolute level of dissatisfaction is not especially high; scores for most of the external 
connection aspects were within the range 4.5-5.17 points (refer Fig. 4). 
4.3. Scale development 
neighb
satisfaction scales of each possible use in future research. Each domain was established and adequate 
coefficient alpha (internal consistency) through reliability analysis. 
properties, with particular reference to their approximation to the normal distribution (i.e., skewness and 
kurtosis values between -1 and +1) (re
alpha value) (refer Table 4). 
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Fig. 4. Satisfaction with neighborhood facilities and physical surroundings domain of NR off-campus settlements in Shah Alam (in 
descending order of mean scores) on a scale of 1-7, where 1= strongly unsatisfied and 7=strongly satisfied 
Table 3  content and descriptive indexes (N=30) 
Domain Scale Item Label Item Text Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Residential 
Condition 
Internal space IS1 Internal living space wide 
area 
5.83 0.986 -0.339 -0.890 
  IS2 Freely own pet in the 
house 
3.03 2.092 0.582 -0.923 
  IS3 Good storage capacities in 
the house 
6.13 0.973 -1.245 2.036 
  IS4 Sharing a bedroom with 
friends 
5.37 1.326 0.023 -1.535 
  IS5 Parking space conditions 6.33 0.922 -1.026 -0.275 
 Housing 
configuration 
HC1 Able to fit the house/ 
accommodation to own 
personal style 
5.93 1.413 -1.605 3.564 
  HC2 The house/ 
accommodation is new or 
newly renovated 
4.97 1.351 0.424 -1.094 
 Internal housing 
facilities 
IHF1 Furniture fittings 6.00 1.050 -0.956 0.704 
  IHF2 Internet access at home 6.23 1.251 -1.834 3.366 
  IHF3 Condition of kitchenette 
equipment 
6.33 1.184 -2.175 5.267 
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Social 
Activities 
Fellow 
interaction 
FRI1 Comfortable studying 
with friends in home 
6.27 0.907 -1.468 1.880 
  FRI2 Having privacy among 
housemates 
6.27 0.980 -1.289 0.752 
  FRI3 There is no problem of 
sleep conflict between 
housemates 
5.23 1.524 -0.799 0.800 
  FRI4 Welcome guests / friends 
come to the house 
6.00 1.050 -0.956 0.704 
 Neighbors 
interaction 
NI1 Establish good rapport 
between neighbors 
5.90 1.242 -2.115 7.348 
  NI2 Recognizes the next door 
neighbors 
5.73 1.437 -1.364 2.431 
 General 
activities 
GSA1 Perform worship and 
religious activities 
6.10 0.960 -0.713 -0.524 
  GSA2 Commit sports and leisure 
activities 
6.10 1.213 -2.685 10.210 
  GSA3 Spending time with 
friends in the cafe & 
restaurant 
4.43 1.695 -0.514 0.007 
 Neighborhood 
sociability 
NS1 Involved with the 
activities carried out by 
the residential 
neighborhood committee 
members 
4.87 1.358 -0.628 0.876 
  NS2 Attends meetings 
conducted by the 
neighborhood committee 
members 
4.60 1.522 0.48 -0.288 
Neighborhood 
Facilities And 
Physical 
Surroundings 
Accessibility AC1 Near the mosque or place 
of prayer 
 
6.37 0.850 -1.174 0.575 
  AC2 Adjacent to a recreational 
area or leisure area 
6.13 0.973 -1.004 0.182 
  AC3 Living area near the cafe, 
restaurant or 
neighborhood facilities 
6.00 0.871 -0.335 -0.831 
  AC4 Living area near the bus 
stop or transportation 
facilities 
5.23 1.633 -0.657 -0.226 
 External 
connection 
EC1 Living area in the suburbs 4.50 1.757 -0.511 -0.278 
  EC2 Living area near to the 
town center 
5.17 1.621 -0.601 -0.297 
  EC3 Living area adjacent to 
the place of study (univ.) 
6.47 0.819 -1.498 1.631 
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 Environment 
health 
EH1 Clean neighborhoods 6.60 0.894 -2.801 8.737 
  EH2 No odor pollution 6.27 1.258 -2.772 10.017 
  EH3 No air pollution 6.33 1.213 -3.184 12.775 
  EH4 No water pollution 6.20 1.297 -2.429 7.944 
 Relaxing RE1 Manageable vehicle noise 6.07 1.258 -2.474 8.402 
  RE2 Refrain from neighbors 
harassment 
5.37 2.008 -1.337 0.699 
  RE3 Sufficient water supply 6.53 0.776 -1.778 2.949 
 Safety and 
security  
SS1 Safety and security 
guarantee 
6.17 1.663 -2.212 4.052 
  SS2 Difficult to find bad 
people / criminals in this 
neighborhood 
6.67 0.758 -2.393 5.253 
 
According to Amole (2009b), the residential satisfaction  scale has good internal consistency, with 
Cronbach alpha coefficient reported of .769. In the current study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was .287 
to .970. Consequently, the value below .7 should be revised. However, some scale can be considered 
reliable with our sample. 
Table 4  
Domain Scale Items Number 
of Items 
Alpha 
residential 
condition 
Internal space Internal living space wide area 
Freely own pet in the house 
Good storage capacities in the house 
Sharing a bedroom with friends 
Parking space conditions 
5 .661* 
 Housing 
configuration 
Able to fit the house/ accommodation to own personal style 
The house/ accommodation is new or newly renovated 
2 .585* 
 Internal housing 
facilities 
Furniture fittings 
Internet access at home 
Condition of kitchenette equipment 
3 .479* 
activities interaction 
Comfortable studying with friends in home 
Having privacy among housemates 
There is no problem of sleep conflict between housemates 
Welcome guests / friends come to the house 
4 .729 
 Neighbors 
interaction 
Establish good rapport between neighbors 
Recognizes the next door neighbors 
2 .970 
 General 
activities 
Perform worship and religious activities 
Commit sports and leisure activities 
Spending time with friends in the cafe & restaurant 
3 .287* 
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 Neighborhood 
sociability 
Involved with the activities carried out by the residential 
neighborhood committee members 
Attends meetings conducted by the neighborhood 
committee members 
2 .920 
Community 
facilities and 
physical 
surroundings 
Accessibility Near the mosque or place of prayer 
Adjacent to a recreational area or leisure area 
Living area near the cafe, restaurant or neighborhood 
facilities 
Living area near the bus stop or transportation facilities 
4 .725 
 External 
connection 
Living area in the suburbs 
Living area near to the town center 
Living area adjacent to the place of study (university) 
3 .527* 
 Environment 
health 
Clean neighborhoods 
No odor pollution 
No air pollution 
No water pollution 
4 .899 
 Relaxing Manageable vehicle noise 
Refrain from neighbors harassment 
Sufficient water supply 
3 .721 
 Security  Safety and security guarantee 
Difficult to find bad people / criminals in this 
neighborhood 
2 .853 
Total number of 
items 
  37  
*Reliability analysis (coefficient alpha) below than .7, the items should be revised. 
5. Study limitations 
The current study is limited by the sampling method employed. Given the small sample size and high 
rate of response, details to specific populations should be made with caution. The use of a purposive 
sample from a single source may have biased the study results. However, it is believed that data collection 
for the sake of pilot testing was an adequate purpose. Furthermore, based upon the results of this study 
many of the satisfaction studies indicated that variations in responses did occur. Such is revealing that the 
items, using the Likert scale method of balancing positive and negative statements, did not produce 
dependably one sided responses. Furthermore, the .7 alpha from the reliability analysis may be high due 
to the possibility of item redundancy i.e. a number of items essentially asking the same question in a 
slightly different way or that the scale may be too narrow in its scope to have much, if any, actual 
validity. Furthermore, the ad hoc, a prior formulation of the statements in the Likert item section of the 
survey may be confounded due to biases by the authors. In addition, there is the possibility that key items 
of interest may have not been included that would illuminate satisfaction levels. 
The sampling database represented only for students who are living outside campus. To our 
knowledge, fulltime students as private housing tenants who are live around campus could be the most 
potential members of this database to conduct the survey. Thus, the 1,114 potential respondents can be 
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claimed to be entirely representative of students living in private housing nearly campus. This may 
explain the high response rate seen in this study. 
6. Conclusions 
Beyond the analysis of residential satisfaction from a theoretical point of view, a major aim of the 
study was to evaluate the reliability of residential satisfaction variable in order to get indications for 
overall residential satisfaction improvement. We hypothesized that a general pattern of relationships 
between physical attributes, cognitive, affective and behavioral components in place experience would 
emerge from both neighborhoods, but we also expected that different physical, cognitive, affective and 
behavioral variables would play a key role in each of them. 
Some shortcomings of the study should be considered, and help identify directions for future research. 
A general model of residential satisfaction and neighborhood attachment undoubtedly requires analyzing 
person environment transactions by taking into account a larger amount of neighborhoods, in order to 
control the effect of specific areas. So any generalization to different contexts should be taken with 
caution. To our knowledge, this is the first attempt to gather data of selected living area for students living 
in private housing surround campus. This living area of off-campus students represent a valid sub-
population for students who live in private housing and as 
private housing tenancy, the students as a population can be studied. The development of a scale to 
sfaction should be seen as a possibility from this study. The further research 
should examine not only 
living that leads their living satisfaction. 
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